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7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for 
continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 6/18/08 has been entered. 

Information Disclosure Statement 
The submitted IDS documents have been reviewed and made of record. 
Claim Grouping 

The following claim groupings are established by the examiner for referring to the art 
rejections below. 

1 - Apparatus for recording holographic information, 

a) claims 1,4,5,6 

b) claims 11, 13 14. 

2 - Method/s for recording holographic information, 

a) claim 8, parallels the apparatus of claim 1 , 

b) claim 15, parallels the apparatus of claim 11. 

3 - Product by process, 

a) claim 10 by process of claim 8, 

b) claim 16 by process of claim 15. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. Claims 1,4-6, 8, 10, and 11, 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
based on a disclosure which is not enabling. The limitation with respect to the rotating of the axial 
direction of the Fourier imager - as disclosed in paragraph 52 with respect to figure 6B of the 
corresponding PGPUB document 2004/0223441 A1 is critical or essential to the practice of the 
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invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 
527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). 

As presented, all of the independent claims recite as their final wherein clause: 

"... wherein the one-dimensional spatial modulating unit is positioned such that an alignment 
direction of the plurality of gratings is oblique with respect to a direction perpendicular to a moving 
direction of the recording medium at the irradiation position_by the moving unit. " . 

However, there is no positive element recited that yields such a result in the remainder of 
the claim/s. As disclosed, such is provided the appropriate rotation of the Fourier imager, but is 
not claimed. Such positive limitation is required in order to yield the desired result. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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2. Claims 1,4,6,8,10,1 1,13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Ishii et al further considered with 
Campbell et al. 

With respect to the holographic recording claims (both the apparatus, claims 1, 4, 6, and 
11,13 and 14, and method claims 8 and 15; 

Ishii et al discloses an optical holographic recording/reproducing apparatus/system 

wherein a light source, 20 is appropriated divided (by element 21), into an information signal 

portion and a reference beam portion - see the disclosure starting at col. 2 line 29 and continuing 

till the end of the document. The one-dimensional spatial modulating unit is element 27, while 

element 40 is the recording film - the examiner interprets such to be inherently moving and hence 
a moving unit must be present. The plurality of gratings is found. 

As far as the examiner interprets the above independent claims: 

The apparatus of group 1a, (claim 1), group 1b (claim 11) are met. 

With respect to apparatus claim 1 1, the luminance component is interpreted as the 
reference beam. 

With respect to the plurality of gratings has been previously addressed. 

Under 1 02 considerations with respect to the ultimate wherein clauses of the above claims, 
such are considered desired functional results that MUST INHERNTLY flow/follow from the 
elements positively recited in the remainder of the claims. 

Alternatively, if applicant can convince the examiner that such cannot follow from the 
elements positively recited/mapped by the above Ishii system, then under 35 USC 103 
considerations, Campbell et al is cited as teaching in this environment, the ability of having 
a plurality of alternative embodiments for the one-dimensional Fourier imager which are 
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equivalent to each other, see the discussion at paragraph 7, starting at line 52 in Campbell et al. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system of Ishii et al with the above 
equivalent teaching from Campbell et al since such is merely the substitution of equivalent 
capabilities achieving virtually similar results. 

With respect to claims 4 and 13, such a capability must inherently be present. Again, 
These dependent claims merely recite that the modulation unit is positioned. It doesn't recite any 
element for doing such positioning and hence such is met either under the 102 considerations as 
also following from the elements positively recited, or alternatively under 103 considerations as 
taught by the Campbell et al system. 

With respect to claims 6 and 14, the light quantity controlling capability is present, see the 
discussion with respect to the on, off capability of the laser light projected onto the record medium 
in the base reference to Ishii et al. 

With respect to the parallel method claim group 2a, and 2b are met when the above 
system/s operate. 

With respect to the product by process claims, groups 3a, and 3b, such are present when 
the above system performs the function. 

3. Claims 3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art 
as applied to the claims as stated in paragraph 2 above, and further in view of Satoh et al ('489). 

The use of a disc as an optical record is well known and taught in this environment by 
Satoh et al. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base system/s as relied upon above in 
paragraph 2 and modify such with the above noted record shape/disc taught by Satoh et al, 
motivation is to increase the flexibility and marketability of the final product - disc. 
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4. Claims 1,3,4,5,6,8,10,11,13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, 
in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over either Satoh et al ("480) or ('480) or 
each further considered with Campbell et al. 

Either of the Satoh et al documents discloses optical/holographic recording and reproducing 
capability, apparatus, method and final product. Wherein a light source is provided for, the beam 
is appropriated split, divided, and appropriate one-dimensional modulation is performed upon a 
disc record medium. 

As far as the examiner interprets the above independent claims: 
The apparatus of group 1a, (claim 1), group 1b (claim 11), are met. 

With respect to apparatus claim 1 1 , the luminance component is interpreted as the reference 
beam. The zero order beam is interpreted as the luminance beam/portion of claim 1 1 . 
With respect to the plurality of gratings has been previously addressed. 

Under 102 considerations, the ultimate wherein clauses of the independent claims 
are inherently present/because such must inherently follow from the elements positively recited in 
the claims. 

Alternatively, if applicant can convince the examiner that such desired results are not 
inherently present, then under 103 considerations, the ability of rotating the Fourier imager 
a preselected angle, oblique - is further taught by the Campbell et al reference - see the 
discussion of such in col. 7 starting at line 52. 

It would have been obvious to modify the base systems of either Satoh et al reference with the 
above equivalent teaching from Campbell et al since such is merely the substitution of equivalent 
capabilities achieving virtually similar results 

The method limitations of groups 2a and 2b are met when the above systems operate, while 

the product claims are present. 



The product by process claims, groups 3a and 3b are met when the above system performs 
its function. 

Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Lee et al also discusses the rotation of the Fourier imager in this environment and can 
be relied upon in place of the Campbell et al reference under 103 considerations to meet the 
claimed limitations. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Aristotelis M. Psitos whose telephone number is (571) 272-7594. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Thr: 6:00 - 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wayne Young can be reached on (571) 272-7582. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Aristotelis M Psitos 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2627 
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